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CHAPTER  ONE.  SUMMARY 


For  the  fourth  year  of  the  City's  community  development  plan,  San  Francisco 
anticipates  receiving  $26.1  million  from  the  U.  S.  Department  of  Housing  and 
Urban  Development.  Priorities  for  funding  have  not  changed  from  the  previous 
years'  efforts. 

A major  priority  would  be  completion  of  existing  programs  such  as 
redevelopment  projects  in  the  Western  Addition,  Hunters  Point,  Yerba  Buena 
Center,  and  India  Basin,  and  continuation  of  public  services  initiated  under 
Model  Cities  programs.  Approximately  $15.3  million  would  be  allocated  for 
continuation  of  these  projects. 

It  is  proposed  that  $10.8  million  would  be  used  for  projects  initiated 
through  the  City's  community  development  plan.  The  emphasis  would  be  on  the 
conservation  of  the  City's  existing  housing  and  on  the  improvement  of  neighbor- 
hood quality. 

The  programs  would  be  concentrated  in  the  low  and  moderate  income  portions 
of  the  City.  The  impacts  of  these  proposals  include  displacement  of  persons 
living  in  substandard  housing  which  would  be  replaced;  the  consumption  of  non- 
renewable energy  and  material  resources  in  construction;  and  less  than  1% 
increases  in  loads  upon  existing  public  and  private  utilities  and  services, 
due  to  changes  in  life  style  associated  with  improved  living  conditions,  and 
economic  development.  Emphasis  on  rehabilitation  of  existing  structures  and 
on  scattered  site  development,  in  preference  to  large-scale  clearance  and/or 
buildings,  tends  to  mitigate  displacement  and  energy  consumption  impacts. 

The  major  alternative  to  the  proposed  program  would  be  design  of  new, 
large  redevelopment  projects  which  v/ould  result  in  increased  displacement, 
energy  consumption  and  other  impacts. 

This  environmental  impact  report  incorporates  by  reference  the  environ- 
mental impact  report  prepared  for  the  third  year  of  the  City's  community 
development  plan. 
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:hapter  two.  project  description 


Introduction 


The  Housing  an ] Community  Development  Act  of  1974,  Public  Law  93-383, 
established  a majoi  new  funding  system  for  programs  assisted  by  the  Department 
of  Housing  and  Urb  m Development  (HUD).  Title  I of  this  Act  provides  so-called 
block  grants"  for  community  development  activities,  many  of  which  were  former- 
ly funded  under  Title  I of  the  Housing  Act  of  194  (urban  renewal  programs)  or 
under  Title  I of  f.he  Demonstration  Cities  and  Me  opolitan  Development  Act  of 
1966  (Model  Citie  3 program) . 


Section  104  (h)  of  the  Act  delegates  to  the  applicant  environmental 
review,  as  provi led  under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969  (NEPA) , 
of  projects  proposed  to  be  funded  by  the  block  grant  program.  This  document  is 
designed  to  meet  State  environmental  review  requirements  under  the  California 
Environmental  Q tality  Act  (CEQA)  as  an  environmental  impact  report  (EIR) f or 
the  overall  197 3 community  development  program.  There  would  be  environmental 
review  for  each  individual  project  proposed  to  be  funded  by  this  program  to 
satisfy  the  rec oirements  under  NEPA  and  the  requirements  for  detailed  reviews 
under  CEQA  (see  Table  III  of  this  Chapter,  pages  22-28,  for  such  review  to 
date).  This  EIR  will  describe  the  types  of  projects  eligible  for  block  grant 
funding,  the  criteria  employed  in  project  selection,  the  environmental  impacts 
of  the  program,  measures  to  reduce  potential  impacts,  possible  alternatives  to 
the  proposed  program,  and  the  funding  and  environmental  review  status  of  in- 
dividual proposed  projects.  This  EIR  incorporates  by  reference  the  Final  EIR 
for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program  and  Housing  Assistance  Plan  for  the 
Community  Development  Block  Grant.1 


• Program  Goals 


The  four  major  program  objectives  would  be:  conserve  existing  housing, 
develop  new  housing,  improve  neighborhood  quality  and  increase  economic  devel- 
opment. 


The  major  goals  of  the  City's  community  development  program  would  be  the 
improvement  of  housing  and  residential  quality  and  the  increase  of  economic 
development  in  commercial  and  industrial  areas.  The  main  program  for  improved 
residential  quality  would  be  the  rehabilitation  c existing  structures,  with 
low- interest  loans  and  related  public  improvements.  Economic  development 
would  include  continuation  of  existing  commercial  and  industrial  redevelopment 
areas . 


Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program  and 
Housing  Assistance  Plan  for  the  Community  Development  Block  Grant,  EE-EF76.300, 
San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning,  November  4,  1977. 
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In  keepin  ; with  the  City's  policy  of  neighborhood  maintenance,  as  ex- 
pressed in  the  Comprehensive  Plan,  none  of  the  proposed  programs  would  involve 
massive  clearance  or  demolition.  Emphasis  would  be  on  scattered,  relatively 
small,  sites  throughout  the  City,  in  order  to  provide  a mix  of  low,  moderate 
and  high  incore  housing  units.  Priority  in  new  community  development  activities 
would  be  giver,  to  housing  and  related  needs  of  low  and  moderate  income  persons. 
Efforts  would  be  made  to  retain  the  character  and  architectural  style  of  the 
City. 

Neighborhood  improvement  projects  would  be  designed  to  complement  housing 
improvements,  and  improve  neighborhood  appearance,  recreational  opportunities 
and  social  service  facilities.  The  program  would  Include  such  projects  as  up- 
grading existing  neighborhood  centers  and  recreational  facilities,  providing 
child  care  centers,  removing  physical  barriers  to  the  handicapped,  and  funding 
for  small-scale  neighborhood  beautification  projects.  Pursuant  to  the  1975 
community  development  program,  five  neighborhoods  have  been  designated  to  re- 
ceive community  centers.  Currently  the  centers  are  in  various  stages  of  imple- 
mentation, with  plans  being  made  for  site  acquisition,  financing,  management 
and  determination  of  services  to  be  provided. 

A major  new  emphasis  in  the  1978  program  is  the  allocation  of  additional 
resources  for  increasing  economic  development.  Monies  are  allocated  to  complete 
the  India  Basin  Industrial  Park,  to  proceed  with  plans  for  the  Yerba  Buena 
Center  and  to  further  develop  neighborhood  commercial  districts.  In  addition, 
the  northeast  waterfront  has  been  designated  for  development  activities.  These 
projects  are  planned  to  offer  greater  employment  advantages  for  residents  of 
San  Francisco,  particularly  in  the  "blue  collar"  trades. 

The  rehabilitation  and  expansion  of  neighborhood  parks  and  recreational 
facilities  will  continue  to  be  a goal  in  this  year's  program.  Procedures  and 
priorities  have  been  established  for  the  use  of  "Proposition  J"  funds  in  the 
acquisition  of  new  open  space  and  the  renovation  of  existing  recreation  and 
park  facilities.  It  is  the  policy  of  the  City  to  look  to  Proposition  J funds 
as  the  major  source  of  support  for  these  facilities  and  block  grant  funds  will 
be  used  to  supplement  those  efforts,  as  needed. 

C.  Project  Location 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is  surrounded  on  three  sides  by  water, 
being  bounded  on  the  west  by  the  Pacific  Ocean  and  on  the  north  and  east  by  San 
Francisco  Bay.  San  Francisco  Bay  is  the  only  sea  level  entrance  into  the  in- 
terior of  California.  Maps  of  the  City  and  its  "icinity  are  presented  in 
Exhibits  I and  II. 

Except  for  parks,  military  reservations  and  hill  slopes,  the  City  is 
practically  100%  developed.  The  west  side  is  predominantly  residential,  with 
primarily  single-family  housing.  The  northern  districts  include  the  downtown 
commercial  area,  with  its  daytime  work  force  from  over  the  Bay  area;  a large 
industrial  area;  and  a large  residential  area,  predominantly  multi-family  units. 
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The  central  districts  are  primarily  residential  areas  of  single-family  homes, 
duplexes  and  flats.  The  southeast  district,  while  mostly  single-family  resi- 
dential,  includes  a large  industrial  area. 


D.  Program  Description 


Since  a City  policy  to  keep  existing,  funded  projects  moving  expeditiously 
to  completion  has  been  established  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  through  ordi- 
nances, resolutions  and  legal  contracts,  the  proposed  fourth-year  plan  for 
comprehensive  development  activities  reflects  a policy  o comp  ' 

projects,  as  well  as  initiation  of  new  directions  for  additional  program 
activities . 


Under  the  Community  Development  Block  Grant  Program,  the  City  expects  to 
receive  approximately  $36 . 7 million  between  January  1978  and  January  -1ML. 
Approximately  $56 . 7 million  would  be  required  during  these  and  subsequent  ye 
to  complete  the  four  redevelopment  areas  (Western  Addition,  Hunters  Point, 
Yerba  Buena  Center  and  India  Basin) . 


All  community  development  activities  must  conform  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Housing  and  Community  Development  Act.  Those  activities  ineligib  e or  u g 

include  (1)  the  use  of  block  grant  money  so  as  to  reduce  the  amount  of  local 
financial  support  for  community  development  substantially  below  prior  levels 
and  (2)  the  acquisition,  construction  or  reconstruction  of  certain  public 
facilities,  such  as  schools,  hospitals,  convention  halls  or  general  government 
administration  buildings.  Public  and  social  services  may  be  funded  with  com- 
munity block  grant  funds  only  if  funds  are  not  available  from 
sources.  New  housing  construction,  housing  allowances,  general  8 
ministration  and  maintenance,  and  political  activity  are  also  prohibite  . 


Community  Development  Program 


The  Community  Development  Program  is  administered  on  the  Federal  level  by  HUD 
and  on  the  local  level  by  the  Mayor’s  Office  of  Community  Development  m cooperation 
with  a number  of  other  City  agencies  on  the  Technical  Policy  Committee,  with  func 
tions  as  described  below. 


The  Department  of  City  Planning  provides  planning  and  programming  assistance, 
as  well  as  performing  community  liaison  work.  Other  agencies,  such  as  t e epar  men 
of  Public  Works,  the  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  the  Public  Library,  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Department,  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  Housing  Authority, 
the  Model  Cities  Agency,  receive  funds  to  carry  out  identified  community  eve  opmen 
projects  in  their  areas  of  authority  and  expertise. 


A Citizens  Committee  on  Community  Development,  appointed  by  the  Mayor,  assists 
and  advises  in  the  preparation  of  the  annual  program. 


San  Francisco’s  proposals  for  community  development  and  housing  are  presented 
in  two  parts.  The  first  part  includes  a program  to  meet  the  City’s  community 

1 Jane  Hale,  Controller,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  September  8,  1977, 
telephone  conversation. 
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development  needs;  ;he  second  part  is  a plan  for  housing  assistance  designed  to  meet 
the  housing  needs  of  low  and  moderate  income  families.  Preference  was  given  to 
areas  with  a relatively  high  proportion  of  minority  and  lower  income  residents,  as 
indicated  in  Exhibits  III  and  IV.  In  screening  requests  for  new  activities,  each 
proposal  was  analyzed  according  to  several  major  factors.  The  following  questions 
were  asked  in  each  case: 

. Does  the  proposal  focus  on  one  of  the  four  basic  areas  of  needs  and 
objectives? 

. Does  it  focus  on  the  needs  of  low  and  moderate  income  persons? 

. Is  the  activity  eligible  for  funding  under  the  law? 

. Are  there  funds  available  for  the  project  from  other  Federal  sources? 

. Would  Block  Grant  funds  substantially  reduce  the  current  level  of 
local  financial  support,  if  any,  for  this  activity? 

. Does  the  proposed  project  have  strong  citizen  and  executive 
support? 

. Is  the  proposal  feasible?  Can  it  be  carried  out  in  a reasonable 
amount  of  time?  Is  there  an  appropriate  administrative  agency? 

Scheduling 

The  1974  legislation  established  a six-year  funding  schedule,  based  upon  a 
national  formula  for  allocating  funds  to  metropolitan  cities  (over  50,000  popula- 
tion) o Protection  was  provided  in  early  years  to  cities  that  have  heavy  commitment 
in  on-going  community  development  programs  by  providing  them  with  a "hold  harmless" 
block  grant  amount,  equal  to  the  annual  average  of  funding  received  under  HUD's 
"categorical  programs"  during  fiscal  years  1968  through  1972.  Legislation  recently 
passed  by  Congress  modifies  the  allocation  formula,  and  increases  the  overall  fund- 
ing allocation.  Under  this  new  formula,  the  age  of  housing  is  the  major  factor, 
followed  by  poverty  and  growth  lag  (or  population  loss) . 

The  amount  of  funds  to  which  San  Francisco  is  entitled  - known  as  the  "entitle- 
ment amount"  - over  the  program’s  six-year  period  was  originally  to  be  reduced  from 
$28.8  million  in  1975  and  1976  to  $28.4  million  in  1977,  and  to  $22.2  million, 

$16.9  million  and  $12.8  million  in  1978,  1979  and  1980,  respectively.  It  is  now 
anticipated  to  be  $26.1  million  in  the  current  year  (1978),  and  $29.6  and  $31,0 
million  in  1979  and  1980. 

In  1978,  the  community  development  application  would  allocate  approximately 
$10 .8  million  for  programs  initiated  through  the  community  development  programming 
process,  and  $15.3  million  to  support  on-going  categorical  programs.  As  existing 
programs  are  eventually  completed,  more  monies  will  be  made  available  to  begin  new 
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TABLE  I 


SUMMARY  OF  1978  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM 


Conserve  Existing  Housr'ng 


$ 6,562,800 


1.  RAP:  Inner  Richiond,  Upper  Ashbury, 

Tenderloin  an r Hayes  Valley 

2.  Bayview  North  Rehabilitation 

3.  Public  Housing  Uelabilitation 

4.  Housing  Rehabilitation  and  Financing  Program 


4,448,000 

-0- 

896,600 

1,178,200 


Develop  New  Housing  $10,250,200 

1.  Western  Addition  A- 2 3,664,400 

2.  Hunters  Point  NDP  6,085,800 

3.  Golden  Gateway  ”0” 


4.  Stockton/ Sacramento  Site 

5.  Diamond  Heights 

6.  Acquisition  of  Housing  Sites  in  Chinatown 


Improve  Neighborhood  Quality 


$ 5,033,400 


1.  Existing  Recreational  Facilities 

2.  Existing  Neighborhood  Centers 

3.  Existing  Childcare  Centers 

4.  Additional  Neighborhood  Centers  (Hayes  Valley, 

Bernal  Heights  temporary  centers) 

5.  Neighborhood  Traffic  Control 

6.  NIIP 

7.  Removal  of  Physical  Barriers 

8.  Historic  Preservation 

9.  Fire  Protection  Equipment 

10.  Model  Cities 


1,025,000 

365,500 

137.000 

16,000 

-0- 

105.000 

200.000 
-0- 

225,400 

2,959,500 


Increase  Economic  Development  $ 3,136,100 

1.  India  Basin  Industrial  Park  2,242,100 

2.  Yerba  Buena  Center  377,500 

3.  Neighborhood  Commercial  Districts  315,000 

4.  Northeast  Waterfront  201,500 

Programming  and  Management  $ 708,500 

1.  Office  of  Community  Development  442,600 

2.  Department  of  City  Planning  186,000 

3.  Budget  Analyst  79,900 

Contingencies  $ 408,915 


Total 


$26,100,000 
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community  development  activities.  Those  new  activities  to  be  considered  would  be 
designed  to:  (1)  improve  the  quality  of  existing  hot;  ng;  (2)  provide  new  housing; 
(3)  improve  neighborhood  quality;  and  (A)  advance  ec  .omic  opportunity  through  land 
development . 

Citizen  involvement  would  be  a continuous  activity  in  planning  and  programming 
Community  Development  funds.  A nine-step  procedure  developed  for  programming 
Community  Development  funds  is  described  in  Appendix  A,  1978  Community  Development 
Program  and  Housing  Assistance  Plan,  pages  2 and  3.  It  is  anticipated  that  re- 
sources would  be  available  through  block  grants  to  work  directly  with  community 
organizations  and  citizens  to  assess  and  articulate  Community  Development  needs, 
and  to  jointly  develop  programs  that  are  responsive  to  those  needs. 

Part  One:  Community  Development  Projects 

The  following  is  the  list  of  projects  proposed  in  the  1978  preliminary  propos- 
al; these  are  also  summarized  in  Table  I.  Projects  initiated  through  the  community 
development  programming  process  are  identified  by  an  asterisk.  The  implementing 
agency  is  identified  in  parentheses,  using  the  following  abbreviations:  BBI  - 
Bureau  of  Building  Inspection;  MCA  - Model  Cities  Agency;  DCP  - Department  of  City 
Planning;  SFRA  - San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency;  R&P  - Recreation  and  Park 
Department;  DPW  - Department  of  Public  Works;  PLC  - Public  Library  Commission; 

SFHA  - San  Francisco  Housing  Authority;  OCD  - Office  of  Community  Development.  In- 
dicated funding  amounts  are  approximate.  Programs  continued  from  previous  years' 
Community  Development  Block  Grant  Applications  are  indicated  in  the  descriptions  of 
individual  items,  although  no  funding  may  be  proposed  this  year.  A more  complete 
description  of  each  program  is  included  in  Appendix  A,  pages  4 to  7 . Exhibits  V, 

VI  and  VII  indicate  rehabilitation  and  redevelopment  in  San  Francisco,  and  the 
distribution  of  assisted  housing  units. 


1978  COMMUNITY  DEVELOPMENT  FPUGRAM 


A.  CONSERVE  EXISTING  HOUSING 


1.  RAP*:  Carry  out  Rehabilitation  Assistance  Program  (RAP) 
activities  in  the  Inner  Richmond,  Upper  Ashbury, 
Tenderloin  and  Hayes  Valley  Neighborhoods  (BBI) 


$ 4,488,000 


2.  Bayview  North*:  Undertake  planning  activities  for  the 
possible  initiation  of  a residential  rehabilitation 
renewal  program  in  the  Bayview  North  area  (SFRA/BBI) 
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3.  Public  Housing  Rehabilitation*:  Undertake  rehabilitation 

activities  in  existing  public-housing  projects  (SFHA)  $ 896,600 


. Elevator  Safety 
. Elevator  Survey 
. Exterior  Lighting 
. Firedoors  and  Escapes 
. Screens,  Fences  and  Gates 
. Signs  for  Fire  Exits 


$228,400 

20,000 

224,400 

393,800 

90.000 

22.000 


(The  subtotals  above  include  an  additional  sum  of  $82,000 
from  other  Housing  Authority  sources) 
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REHABILITATION  AND  REDEVELOPMENT  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 


EXHIBIT  3T 


REDEVELOPMENT  PROJECT  AREAS 
COMPLETED 
(.Western  Addition  A- 1 

2.  Chinese  Cultural  and  Trade  Center 
MOB.  DEVELOPMENT  STAGE 

3.  Golden  Gateway 

4.  Western  Addition  A-2 
5 Yerba  Buena  Center 

6.  Diamond  Heights 

7.  India  Basin  Industrial  Park 

8.  Hunters  Point 

9.  Stockton  - Sacramento 


FEDERALLY-ASSISTED 
CODE  ENFORCEMENT  AREAS 

ES3!  COMPLETED 

1 . Great  Highway 

2.  Glen  Park 

3.  Buena  Vista  Heights 
A.  Arguello  Park 

E5551IN  PROGRESS 
5.  Alamo  Square 
. 6.  Duboce  Triangle 
7.  Bernal  Heights 


CONSERVATION  AREAS 

021  COMPLETED 

I Pacific  Heights 

2.  West  Nob  Hill 

3.  Visitacion  Valley 


REHABILITATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  AREAS 

I.  Inner  Richmond 


“^  2.  Upper  Ashbury 


AUGUST  1976 
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SAN  FRANCISCO  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 


PROPOSED  OR  POTENTIAL 

REHABILITATION  AND  REDEVELOPMENT  IN  SAN  FRANCISCO 


EXHIBIT  3H 


REHABILITATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  AREAS 

1.  North  of  Market  (Tenderloin) 

2.  Hayes  Valley  - Western  Addition 


SURVEY  AREA  (Redevelopment,  rehabilitation  or  related  mechanism) 

1.  Bayview  North 

2.  Northeastern  Waterfront 

3.  Chinatown  -13- 


SAN FRANCISCO  n F P A -P  t m f m t ^ ^ — 


1970  CENSUS  TRACTS  EXHIBIT  22H 


DISTRIBUTIONS  OF  EXISTING  ASSISTED  HOUSING  UNITS 

j Assessors  Block  With  Public  Housing  or  Other  Subsidized  Housing 

Census  Tract  with  Ratio  of  Assisted  House  q'  to  Total  Housing 
Greater  Than  Overall  City  Ratio 

Sources:  S.F.  Housing  Authority  8 S.F.  Redevelopment  Agency  AUGUST  1976 


SAN  FRANCISCO  DEPARTMENT  OF  CITY  PLANNING 
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4.  Housing  Rehabilitation  and  Financing  Program*: 

Implement  new  methods  of  residential  rehabilitation 
and  financing  (OCD) 

. Implementation  Programs  $325,000 

. Mission  Housing  L-jvelopment  Corporation  406,600 

. Bayview-Hunters  I-oint  Community 

Development  Corporation  385,600 

. Midtown  Park  Renovation  61,000 


$ 1,178,200 


B.  DEVELOP  NEW  HOUSING 

1.  Western  Addition  A-2:  Continue  project  activites  in  the 

Western  Addition  A-2  Redevelopment  Project  (SFRA)  $ 3,664,400 

2.  Hunters  Point  NDP:  Continue  project  activities  in  the 

Hunters  Point  Neighborhood  Development  Project  (SFRA)  $ 6,085,800 

3.  Golden  Gateway;  Continue  project  activities  in  the 

Golden  Gateway  Redevelopment  area  (SFRA)  -0- 

4.  Stockton/Sacramento  Site:  Continue  project  activities 

in  the  Stockton /Sacrament  Redevelopment  Project  (SFRA)  -0- 

5.  Diamond  Heights;  Continue  project  activities  in  the 

Diamond  Heights  Redevelopment  Area  (SFRA)  -0- 

6.  Acquisition  of  Housing  Sites*:  Acquire  an  additional 

housing  site  to  serve  the  Chinatown  area  (SFHA)  $ 500,000 

C.  IMPROVE  NEIGHBORHOOD  QUALITY 

1.  Existing  Recreational  Facilities*:  Renovate  and  improve 

existing  recreational  facilities  (R&P)  $ 825,000 


Margaret  Hayward  Playground 

$200, 

,000 

Milton  Meyer  Recreation  Center 

150, 

,000 

Chinese  Playground 

30, 

,000 

Hamilton  Pool 

100, 

,000 

St . Mary 1 s Playground  and 

Recreation  Center 

200, 

o 

o 

o 

Potrero  Hill  Playground  and 

Recreation  Center 

100, 

,000 

Portsmouth  Square 

50, 

,000 

Rolph  Playground 

95, 

,000 

Jackson  Playground 

100, 

,000 

2.  Existing  Neighborhood  Centers* 
neighborhood  centers  (MCA) 


Rehabilitate  existing 


365,535 


Mission  YMCA 

Potrero  Hill  Neighborhood  House 
The  Farm 
Sutter  YWCA 


$ 10,000 

35.000 

28.000 
35,000 
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. Clay  YWCA  $ 72,000 
. Golden  Gate  Hospital  (Raphael  House)  50,000 
. Cadillac  Hotel  35,000 
. Telegraph  Hill  Neighborhood  Center  30,000 
. Precita  Community  Center  28,500 
. Nihonmachi  (Little  Friends)  27,300 
. Architectural  and  Engineering  Services  14,700 


3.  Child  Care  Facilities*:  Rehabilitate  child 
care  facilities  (MCA) 


$ 137,000 


. Visitacion  Valley  Childcare  $ 4,000 
. Companeros  Del  Barrio  35,000 
. Unitery  Childcare  8,000 
. All  Saints  Church  Childcare  35,000 
. Haight-Ashbury  Childcare  7,500 
. Cross  Cultural  Childcare  6,000 
. Architectural  and  Engineering  Services  6,500 


4.  Additional  Neighborhood  Centers*:  Provide  additional 

neighborhood  centers  (DCP/MCA)  $ 16,000 

5.  Neighborhood  Traffic  Control*:  Carry  out  Neighborhood 

traffic  control  programs  (DPW)  -0- 

6.  NIIP*:  Continue  the  Neighborhood  Initiated  Improvement 

Program  (DCP)  $ 105,000 


7.  Removal  of  Physical  Barriers*:  Remove  physical  barriers 
which  impede  the  mobility  of  elderly  and  handicapped 
persons  in  public  buildings  (DPW)  $ 200,000 


. California  Palace  of  the  Legion 

of  Honor  $ 12,000 
. Department  of  City  Planning  7,000 
. City  Hall  Annex,  450  McAllister  Street  6,000 
. City  Hall  Entrance  70,000 
. Mission  Branch  Library  17,000 
. Richmond  Branch  Library  28,000 
. Recreational  Facilities  60,000 


8,  Historic  Preservation*:  Provide  loans  and  grants  for  the 
rehabilitation  of  structures  with  special  architectural 

or  historic  value  (DCP)  -0- 

9.  Fire  Protection  Equipment*:  Provide  fire  equipment  in 

Community  Development  areas  $ 225,400 

10.  Public  Services:  Continue  public  service  activities  in 

the  Bayview-Hunters  Point  and  Mission  Model  Neighborhoods 

which  were  initiated  under  the  categorical  Model  Cities 

program  (MCA)  $2,959,542 
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. Education  $787,700 


BV-HP  Youth  Pa  102,800 
BV-HP  Growth  & Development  87,500 
Mission  Reading  Clinic  212,800 
Mission  Education  Project  259,600 
BV-HP  College  125,000 

. Health  $266,900 


BV-HP  Ambulatory  Health  266,900 

. Social  Services  $117,900 

BV-HP  Food  Supplement  117,900 

. Recreation  $253,700 

BV-HP  Young  Community  Developers  133,500 

Mission  Neighborhood  Physical 

Development  120,200 

. Law  and  Justice  $570,500 

BV-HP  Community  Defender  376,600 

Mission  Legal  Defense  193,900 

. Economic  Development  $ 90,200 

Mission  Economic  Development  Ass'n.  90,200 

. Manpower  ^343,800 

Mission  Hiring  Hall  83,700 

Mission/OBECA/Referral  46,600 

Mission  Language  and  Vocational  School  213,500 

. Administration  $528,900 

D.  INCREASE  ECONOMIC  DEVELOPMENT 


1.  India  Basin  Industrial  Park:  Continue  project  activities 
in  the  India  Basin  Industrial  Park  redevelopment  project 

(SFRA)  $2,242,100 

2.  Yerba  Buena  Center:  Continue  project  activities  in  the 

Yerba  Buena  redevelopment  project  (SFRA)  $ 377,500 

3.  Neighborhood  Commercial  Districts*:  Continue  the 
Neighborhood  Commercial  District  improvement  program 

(DCP/DPW)  $ 315,000 
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4.  Northeas  : Waterfront*:  Undertake  planning  activities 

for  the  revitalization  of  the  northeast  waterfront  area 
(SFRA/DC P) 


$ 201,500 


E.  PROGRAMMING  AND  MANAGEMENT* 


$ 708,500 


1.  Office  of  Community  Development 

2.  Department  of  City  Planning 

3.  Budget  Analyst 


$442,600 

186,000 

79,600 


F.  CONTINGENCIES:  Funds  are  reserved  in  contingencies  to  fund 
potential  cost  overruns  in  approved  projects. 


$ 408,900 


Part  Two:  The  Housing  Assistance  Plan 

The  various  efforts  the  City  would  support  in  1978  to  improve  the  conditions  of 
existing  housing,  especially  for  low  and  moderate  income  families,  continue  those 
efforts  begun  in  the  earlier  program  years. 

The  major  program  which  would  help  meet  the  housing  needs  of  San  Francisco 
lower  income  households  would  continue  to  be  the  Housing  Assistance  Payments  pro- 
gram, sometimes  referred  to  as  the  "Section  8"  program. 

Under  this  program  HUD  provides  financial  assistance  to  owners  to  make  up  the 
difference  between  fair  market  rents  and  the  lower  income  family's  ability  to  pay. 
"Lower  income  families"  are  defined  as  households  whose  income  is  80%  or  less  of 
the  median  income  in  the  San  Francisco  area  ($17,000  in  1976).  "Ability  to  pay," 
established  by  HUD,  is  to  be  not  less  than  15  percent  nor  more  than  25  percent  of 
total  family  income,  taking  into  consideration  the  income  of  the  family,  the  number 
of  minor  children  in  the  household  and  the  extent  of  medical  or  other  unusual  ex- 
penses incurred  by  the  family.  Owners  of  residential  buildings  eligible  to  receive 
housing  assistance  payments  include  private  profit  corporations  and  individuals, 
non-profit  sponsors,  and  public  housing  agencies. 

As  in  previous  years,  the  1978  Housing  Assistance  Plan  enumerates  three  types 
of  housing  programs  where  the  housing  assistance  payments  would  be  used:  rehabilita- 
tion, existing  housing,  and  new  construction.  There  have  been  a number  of  new 
developments  in  assisted  housing  in  San  Francisco  since  the  1977  Housing  Assistance 
Plan,  which  provide  additional  financing  mechanisms  (see  Appendix  A,  page  8). 

Guidelines  for  Development 

It  is  the  City's  policy  to  promote  a balanced  housing  program.  The  objectives 
of  this  policy  are  (1)  to  locate  assisted  projects  where  they  will  promote  economic 
and  racial  integration;  and  (2)  to  locate  assisted  projects  where  they  will  encour- 
age the  revitalization  of  neighborhoods.  To  further  integrate  efforts,  preference 
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will  be  given  to  proposed  housing  projects  located  outside  existing  areas  of  minor- 
ity or  low  income  concentration.  (See  Exhibits  III  and  IV,  pages  8 and  9) . At  the 
same  time,  there  is  a continuing  need  to  provide  new  or  rehabilitated  housing  in 
existing  community  revitalization  areas.  Proposed  housing  projects  in  areas  of 
racial  or  economic  concentration  will  be  considered  if  (1)  they  are  a part  of  a pro- 
gram to  revitalize  the  neighborhood,  (2)  there  is  community  support  for  the  projects, 
and  (3)  there  are  other  housing  choices  available  for  lower  income  persons  outside 
areas  of  racial  or  economic  concentration. 

In  addition,  it  is  the  policy  of  the  City  that  the  proposed  projects  be  evalu- 
ated and  selected  in  terms  of  specific  guidelines  (see  Appendix  A,  page  11)  which 
relate  to  locations,  environmental  conditions,  accessibility,  sponsoring  entity, 
physically  handicapped  and  de velopmentally  disabled,  tcome  mix,  unit  size  and 
Comprehensive  Plan  and  Codes  of  the  City. 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  has  prepared  guidelines^  for  the  design  of  new 
construction  and  substantial  rehabilitation,  which  are  on  file  and  available  for 
public  review  and  distribution  at  the  Department  offices. 

Coals  for  1978 

The  Housing  Assistance  Plan  (HAP)  for  1978  continues  the  1975,  1976  and  1977 
programs,  and  offers  additional  housing  projects  for  consideration. 

The  goals  for  the  development  of  assisted  housing  in  San  Francisco  in  1978  are 
included  in  Appendix  A,  page  10,  and  are  summarized  in  Table  II  and  as  follows: 

A.  REHABILITATION  3,167  Units 

A comprehensive  and  effective  rehabilitation  program  includes  two 
types  of  assistance:  rehabilitation  loans  of  favorable  terms  and  housing 
assistance  payments  to  make  units  available  for  the  lowest-income  house- 
holds. The  City  has  two  locally  financed  rehabilitation  loan  programs, 
the  Rehabilitation  Assistance  Program  (RAP)  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency’s 
loan  program,  and  the  federal  Section  312  low-interest  loans  are  an  addi- 
tional special  tool  to  accomplish  rehabilitation. 

The  Section  8 program  is  still  the  only  resource  of  housing  assist- 
ance payments  and  new  methods  are  being  explored  to  assign  such  units 
to  supplement  activities  within  designated  rehabilitation  areas.  The 


New  Construction  and  Substantial  Rehabilitation  Project  Design  Guidelines, 
dated  April  24,  1975,  and  Development  Guidelines  for  Construction  and 
Substantial  Rehabilitation  of  Housing  for  Physically  Handicapped  and  Devel- 
opmentally  Disabled  People,  dated  March  15,  1976. 
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goals  of  all  the  rehabilitation  programs  is  distributed  as  follows: 

1.  Locally-Financed  Rehabilitation  Loans  2,167  Units 

2.  Section  8 Housing  Assistance  Payments  1,000  Units 

B.  EXISTING  HOUSING  400  Units 

Section  8 Housing  Assistance  Payments 

The  Section  8 Housing  Assistance  Payments  Program  can  be  used 
to  house  eligible  lower-income  families  and  individuals  in  standard 
existing  housing  units  at  rents  they  can  afford.  Methods  are  being 
explored  to  expand  the  use  of  the  Section  8 existing  program  to  the 
designated  rehabilitation  areas;  it  is  expected  that  100  units  could 
be  used  this  way  in  1978.  The  remaining  200  units  would  be  used  on 
a city-wide  basis. 

C.  NEW  CONSTRUCTION  1,250  Units 

New  housing  developments  are  an  integral  element  of  the  City's 
Housing  Assistance  Plan.  As  part  of  the  City's  programming,  prior- 
ity is  given  to  completion  of  on-going  and  committed  new  develop- 
ment projects.  New  allocations,  specifically  through  the  Section  8 
Program,  should  be  used  to  supplement  FHA- insured  or  privately- 
financed  new  construction  projects,  and  to  promote  economic  and 
racial  integration  by  such  means  as  scattered  distribution  of  new 
assisted  housing  projects.  The  goal  of  total  units  of  new  con- 
struction is  distributed  as  follows: 

1.  Section  202  300  Units 

Allocations  of  Section  8 are  available  in  conjunction 
with  the  Section  202  program.  Section  202  is  a direct 
Federal  loan  for  development  of  housing  for  the  elderly 
and  handicapped  by  non-profit  organizations. 

2.  Scattered  Site  Units  55$  Units 

Approximately  400  units  will  be  used  for  new  "in  fill" 
assisted  housing  projects  of  appropriate  scale  and  character 
in  sound  as  well  as  deteriorating  areas.  Preference  will  be 
given  to  projects  located  in  designated  rehabilitation  areas 
and  in  other  areas  of  the  City  in  which  subsidized  housing 
is  to  be  actively  encouraged.  Preference  will  also  be  given 
to  projects  with  large  (three  or  more  bedrooms)  units  and  to 
projects  for  the  physically  handicapped  and  the  development- 
ally  disabled. 
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3. 


Units  in  Large  Market-Rate  Developments 


150  Units 


One  hundred  and  fifty  units  are  projected  for  use  in 
major  market  rate  developments  for  the  purpose  of  promoting 
economic  integration.  These  units  might  be  used  in  a new 
large  subdivision  or  similar  development. 

4.  Conventional  Public  Housing  250  Units 

Two  hundred  and  fifty  units  are  also  identified  for 
construction  under  the  conventional  public  housing  program. 
These  units  are  part  of  the  remaining  4,226  public  housing 
units  authorized  by  public  referenda  in  1964  and  1968. 

These  units  will  be  located  on  scattered  sites. 

TABLE  II 


GOALS  FOR  ASSISTED  HOUSING 

- 1978 

REHABILITATION 

3,167  Units 

Locally-Financed  Rehabilitation  Loans 
RAP:  Inner  Richmond,  Upper  Ashbury, 

2,167  Units 

North  of  Market  1,751  Units 

Hardship  Loans  (all  areas)  116  Units 


Western  Addition  A-2 

300  Units 

Section  8 Housing  Assistance  Payments 

1,000  Units 

Designated  Rehabilitation  Areas 
Scattered  Site  Rehabilitation 

450  Units 
550  Units 

EXISTING 

400  Units 

Section  8 Housing  Assistance  Payments 

400  Units 

Designated  Rehabilitation  Areas 
City-wide  Leasing  Program 

150  Units 
250  Units 

NEW  CONSTRUCTION 

1,250  Units 

Section  8 Housing  Assistance  Payments 

1,000  Units 

Scattered  Sites 

Section  202  Elderly 

Units  in  Larget  Market-Rate 

550  Units 
300  Units 

Developments 

Conventional  Public  Housing 

150  Units 
250  Units 

TOTAL 
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4,817  Units 

Status  of  Individual  Programs 


As  the  fourth  year  of  the  community  development  program,  the  majority  of  the  • 
proposals  are  continuing  projects.  Each  of  the  continuing  projects  has  been  sub- 
ject to  individual  review  under  both  CEQA  and  NEPA,  and  in  the  current  year  again 
may  be  subject  to  such  review,  along  with  the  new  programs,  depending  upon  the 
activity  proposed.  The  procedure  under  CEQA  is  compared  to  the  HUD  Block  Grant 
Procedures  for  the  Community  Development  Block  Grant  Program,  (Federal  Register, 
July  16,  1975)  in  Appendix  B,  Comparison  of  State  and  Federal  Environmental  Review 
Procedures,  of  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  program. 

The  environmental  review  status  of  each  individual  program  in  the  three-year 
community  development  program  is  presented  in  Table  III,  Environmental  Review  of 
Individual  Projects.  An  analysis  of  expenditures  and  obligations  is  presented  in 
Table  IV,  Progress  on  Planned  Activities.  As  may  be  noted,  a portion  of  the  funds 
that  were  allocated  in  1975,  1976  and  1977  have  not  been  expended  (allocated, 

$79.4  million;  expenditures  to  July  31,  1977 * $33.0  million).  There  are  several 
reasons  for  this:  (1)  there  may  have  been  use  of  City  funds  which  have  not  been 
reimbursed  yet  from  community  development  monies;  (2)  there  may  have  been  a lead 
time  involved  in  program  start-up  during  which  there  would  have  been  little  ex- 
penditure; (3)  the  allocation  may  have  been  a reservation  of  funds  to  accumulate 
enough  monies  to  fund  a future  activity;  and  (4)  the  expenditures  represent  the 
first  two  and  one-half  year:  of  a program  where  expenditures  can  continue  inde- 
finitely (until  exhausted),  with  no  cut-off  date. 

The  goals  of  the  Housing  Assistance  Plan  have  been  met  to  the  extent  indicated 
in  Table  V,  Progress  on  Housing  Goals,  which  presents  the  cumulative  goals  to  date 
and  the  actual  accomplishments.  , 
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ENVIRONMENTAL  REVIEW  QF  INDIVIDUAL  PROJECTS 
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Continuation  of  Project,  with  Prior  Environmental  Review  (Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Title  24,  Section  58.19(c)) 
(This  pertains  to  the  following  pages  of  this  Table  as  well) 


11.6  Bay view-Hunters  Point  Operation  EE75.65,  ND,  2/21/75  EF75.3G,  Exempt^,  1/15/75 

Cleanup  (1975) 

11.7  Bayview-Hunters  Point  Model  As  indicated  for  11. lf  11.3  EF75.412,  Exempt2,  11/6/75 

Neighborhood  Services  (1976)  and  11.6 

11.8  Mission  Model  Neighborhood  Services  (1976)  As  indicated  for  11.2,  11.4 
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India  Basin  Indus*r<^x  Park 
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Northeast  Waterfront  <D-4;)  Will  be  subject  to  environmental  review  when  area  and  plan 
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TABLE  IV 


PROGRESS  ON  PLANNED  ACTIVITIES  ($000) 


Project  Activity 

FACE 

RAP 

Bayview-North 

Public  Housing  Rehabilitation 
Western  Addition  A- 2 
Hunters  Point  NDP 
Golden  Gateway 
Stockton-Sacramento 
Housing  Sites 
International  Hotel 
Model  Cities 
Recreational  Facilities 
Branch  Libraries 

Rehabilitation  of  Existing  Centers 
Existing  Childcare  Centers 
Additional  Centers 
Traffic  Control 
NIIP 

Bicentennial  Celebration 

Historic  Preservation 

Physical  Barriers 

Fire  Protection  Equipment 

India  Basin  Industrial  Park 

Neighborhood  Commercial  Districts 

Office  of  Community  Development 

Department  of  City  Planning 

Board  of  Supervisors’  Bureau  of  Budget 

Sub-total 

Contingencies 

TOTAL 

Recapitulation  by  Program  Year 

1975  Community  Development  Program 

1976  Community  Development  Program 

1977  Community  Development  Program 
TOTAL 


As  of  September  30,  1977  ($000) 


Allocation 

Spent 

Obligated 

1,397.2 

1,308.4 

1,340.5 

3,699.0 

1,404.0 

1,594.7 

75.0 

55.0 

63.0 

3,791.5 

75.3 

198.7 

15,214.5 

7,908.3 

9,671.4 

24,700.4 

13,778.0 

20,965.8 

200.0 

0 

0 

99.9 

11.3 

11.3 

1,800.0 

2.3 

6.6 

1,312.5 

1,300.0 

1,300.0 

10,830.6 

8,859.7 

10,266.8 

3,063.3 

1,036.4 

1,614.9 

526.0 

20.7 

85.8 

872.4 

475.9 

771.0 

144.4 

0 

27.1 

1,277.2 

43.4 

48.7 

280.0 

13.2 

18.0 

791.0 

290.4 

464.9 

600.0 

0 

0 

200.0 

0 

100.0 

300.0 

9.4 

42.0 

392.0 

91.6 

390.6 

3,810.0 

460.6 

460.6 

200.5 

0 

0 

710.0 

524.9 

605.4 

575.2 

480.6 

480.8 

49.8 

25.2 

25.2 

76,912.4 

38,174.6 

50,553.8 

2,473.6 

0 

0 

79,386.0 

38,174.6 

50,553.8 

20,529.6 

15,413.7 

17,464.6 

30,376.4 

16,782.1 

22,407.2 

28,480.0 

5,978.8 

10,682.0 

79,386.0 

38,174.6 

50,553.8 

Source:  Fiscal  data  prepared  by  Office  of  Community  Development. 
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TABLE  V 

PROGRESS  ON  HOUSING  GOALS1 


Program 

Year  Type  of  Assistance  Goal  Committed  Occupied 


1975 


1976 


1977 


Housing  Assistance  Payments 
Program  (Sec.  8) 

- New  Construction  1391 

- Existing  Housing  950 

- Substantial  Rehabilita- 

tion 750 

Conventional  Public  Housing 
Multi-Family  Assisted 
Housing  (Sec.  236) 


Rehabilitation 

- Section  312  Loans  484 

- Locally  Financed  Re- 

habilitation Loans  377 

RAP  Areas  [267] 

Western  Addition  A- 2 [110] 

- Hardship  Loans  68 

- Public  Housing 

Modernization  450 

- Section  8 Housing 

Assistance  Payments  130 

Existing  Housing  (Sec.  8 
Housing  Assistance 
Payments 

New  Construction 


- Sec.  8 Housing  Assistance 


Payments  707 

HUD  [597] 

State  [110] 

- Conventional  Public 

Housing  460 

Rehabilitation 

- Locally  Financed  Rehabi- 

litation Loans  285 

- Hardship  Loans 

(both  areas)  26 

- Public  Housing 

Modernization  679 

- Sec.  8 Housing 

Assistance  Payments  550 

Existing 

- Housing  (Sec.  8 Housing 

Assistance  Payments)  430 

New  Construction 

- Sec.  8 Housing 

Assistance  Payments  1202 

HUD  [902] 

State  [300] 

- Conventional  Public 

Housing  600 


3091 

323 

159 

0 

0 

323 

323 

0 

0 

200 

0 

0 

865 

613 

512 

1519 

566 

0 

111 

0 

17 

0 

[0] 

[0] 

[17] 

[0] 

0 

0 

450 

0 

0 

0 

240 

177 

152 

1167 

963 

0 

963 

0 

[851] 

[0] 

[112] 

[0] 

0 

0 

1540 

363 

0 

150 

N/A 

3 

N/A 

0 

0 

210 

0 

430 

98 

0 

98 

1802 

892 

0 

725 

0 

[650] 

[0] 

[75] 

[0] 

167 

0 

Source:  "Annual  Performance  Report,  Community  Development  & Housing,  Office 
Community  Development,  San  Francisco,  CA,  October  1977  (Section  III-A,  Hou5in8 
Assistance  Provided) . 
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CHAPTER  THREE.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING 


A.  Introducti  .n 

This  Chapter  incorporates  by  reference  the  equivalent  environmental 
setting  chapter  in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program, 
which  includes  sections  on  Geology  and  Seismicity,  Topography,  Climate  and 
Air  Quality,  Housing  Characteristics,  Transportation,  Animals  and  Plants,  and 
Archaeological,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources.  Two  additional  sections, 
relative  to  Noise  and  Resource  Use,  have  been  prepared  for  this  report.  Addi- 
tionally, material  has  been  added  to  supplement  the  referenced  sections  on 
Climate  and  Air  Quality,  Housing  Characteristic:  Transportation,  and 

Archaeological,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources,  to  make  this  report  more 
current  and  complete. 

B.  Noise 

The  Transportation  Noise  Section  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Element 
of  the  Comprehensive  Plan^  includes  Background  Noise  Levels  and  Thoroughfare 
Noise  Levels  maps  for  1974  (pages  16,  17),  which  indicate  that  background 
noise  levels  range  from  55  to  65  Ldn  and  thoroughfare  noise  levels  (on  speci- 
fic streets)  range  from  65  to  80  Ldn  (Ldn  = noise  level  in  decibels,  day/night 
equivalent,  in  which  60  Ldn  is  normal  speech  at  3 feet,  70  Ldn  is  a typical 
passenger  car,  25  MPH  at  25  feet,  and, 85  Ldn  is  a MUNI  (San  Francisco  Municipal 
Railway)  streetcar,  25  MPH  at  25  feet.  The  Bureau  of  Engineering  of  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  has  produced  1976  Noise  Maps  for  the  Task  Force  for 
Noise  Control, ^ which  describe  noise  levels  in  terms  of  day  and  night  Ljo  and 
L90  values  (L^q  is  the  noise  level  in  decibels  that  is  exceeded  10%  of  the 
time,  while  L^q  is  exceeded  90%  of  the  time).  These  generally  indicate  higher 
noise  levels  near  major  thoroughfares  and  in  greater  activity  centers. 

C.  Resource  Use 

1.  ENERGY  RESOURCES 
Natural  Gas 

Natural  gas  supplies  come  to  San  Francisco  from  gas-producing  wells 
in  Texas  and  Canada  via  transmission  pipelines  and  the  Pacific  Gas  and 
Electric  Company’s  distribution  system.  The  availability  of  natural  gas 
from  these  sources  is  limited  both  by  contr  t and  (ultimately)  by  the 
limited  amount  of  natural  gas  in  the  wells  taemselves.  Thus,  recent 


Transportation  Noise  Section  of  the  Environmental  Protection  Element  of  the 
Comprehensive  Plan,  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  No.  7244,  September  19, 
1974. 

Originals  only,  dated  October  27,  1976,  on  file  at  45  Hyde  Street,  Division 
of  Mechanical  Engineering. 
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rulings  of  the  Sta^e  Public  Utilities  Commit  sion  have  implied  that 
only  50,000  cubic  feet  per  day  of  natural  gas  can  be  made  available 
to  any  single  customer  unless  it  can  be  demonstrated  that  no  other 
fuel  can  meet  the  need  (P.U.C.  Decision  No.  85189,  December  2,  1975). 

Electricity 

Electricity  supplies  come  to  San  Francisco  from  a variety  of 
generation  facilities,  including  hydroelectric,  geothermal,  fossil 
fuel  and  (under  power  exchange  agreements)  nuclear  power  plants. 

The  majority  of  the  electricity,  however,  comes  from  fossil-fuel- 
fired  generation  facilities,  most  of  which  use  natural  gas  as  a fuel. 
Within  the  near  future,  additional  demands  for  electricity  will  pro- 
bably be  met  primarily  by  the  burning  of  more  fossil  fuel  and  second- 
arily from  new  geothermal  sources  and  (under  power  exchange  agreements) 
from  new  nuclear  power  plants  (e.g.,  Diablo  Canyon). 

2 . WATER 

The  impounding  reservoirs  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department  have 
a total  storage  capacity  of  291,760  million  gallons  (mg).  During  years 
of  normal  precipitation,  these  reservoirs  would  be  at  65-67  percent  of 
capacity  during  July-August.  The  region  has  been  experiencing  drought 
conditions,  however,  for  two  years  and,  as  of  July  29,  1977,  the  reservoir 
system  was  at  44  percent  of  capacity.  A mandatory  rationing  program  to 
reduce  water  consumption  systemwide  by  25  percent  has  been  successful. 
Consumption  has  been  reduced  by  approximately  40  percent  and  the  water 
supply  system  is  not  critical  at  the  present  time.l 

D.  Climate  and  Air  Quality 

National  ambient  air  quality  standards  were  exceeded  more  often  in  San 
Francisco  in  1976  than  in  1975.  The  following  was  observed  in  1976  for  down- 
town San  Francisco: 

Oxidant  (OX):  2 excesses,  high  of  13  pphm  (parts  per  hundred 
million) , Federal  standard  of  8 pphm  for  1 hour  (no 
excesses  in  1975) 

Carbon  Monoxide  (CO):  4 excesses,  high  of  11  ppm  (parts  per 
million)  for  8 hours  (3  excesses  in  1975) 

Nitrogen  Dioxide  (N02) : 1 excess,  high  of  25  pphm.  State 
standard  of  25  pphm  for  1 hour  (no  excesses  in  1975) 


James  Leonard,  Public  Service  Director,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission, 
August  10,  1977,  telephone  conversation  with  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc- 
consultants  to  the  City  in  preparation  of  EE77.220,  EIR  for  Yerba  Buena  Center. 
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Sulphur  I ioxide  (SO2) 5 excesses  2%  of  observed  days,  maximum 
24-’  our  concentration  of  5.3  pphm,  State  standard  of  4 
pph  t for  24  hours  during  1976  (similar  percent  of  excesses 
in  1975). 

Suspended  Particulate  (SP) : 8 excesses,  annual  geometric  mean 
of  51  ug/m3  (micrograms  per  cubic  meter).  State  standard 
of  60  ug/m3  annual  geometric  mean;  maximum  24-hour  con- 
centration of  136  ug/m3  compared  to  24-hour  standard  of 
6C  ug/m3.1 

E.  Housing  Characteristics 

There  are  7,1342  public  housing  units  in  San  Francisco,  of  which  approxi- 
mately 10%,  or  700,  are  in  disrepair  and  in  need  of  major  rehabilitation,  and 
50%,  or  3,500,  are  in  need  of  modernization. 

F . Transportation 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  operates  the  San  Francisco  Municipal 
Railway  (MUNI)  to  provide  transit  services.  In  addition,  service  within  San 
Francisco  or  to  neighboring  communities  is  provided  by  the  Bay  Area  Rapid 
Transit  District  (BART),  Alameda-Contra  Costa  County  Transit  (A-C  Transit), 
Golden  Gate  Transit,  the  San  Mateo  County  Transit  District  (SamTrans) , the 
Southern  Pacific  Railroad,  and  individually-operated  jitney  passenger  vans. 

G.  Archaeological,  Historical  and  Cultural  Resources 

The  Department  of  City  Planning  has  conducted  a city-wide  Survey  of  Archi- 
tecturally Significant  Buildings  during  1976  and  1977,  which  assigned  ratings 
to  all  buildings  in  the  City  considered  to  be  architecturally  significant . 3 


Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District,  Contaminau:  and  Weather  Summaries, 

1976,  at  Monitoring  Station  at  939  Ellis  Street,  San  Francisco. 

Evert  Heynneman,  San  Francisco  Housing  Authority,  September  8,  1977,  telephone 
conversation. 

On  file  and  available  for  review  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  100  Larkin 
Street,  San  Francisco. 
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CHAPTER  FOUR.  THE  ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


A.  Introduction 

This  Chapter  incorporates  by  reference  the  corresponding  environmental 
impact  chapter  in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program, 
which  includes  sections  on  Displacement  of  Households,  Socio-Economic  Impacts, 
Temporary  Construction  Impacts,  Water,  Sewage,  Energy  Impacts,  Solid  Waste, 
Open  Space  Considerations,  Transportation  Impacts,  Seismic  Impacts,  Plants  and 
Animals,  and  Air  Quality.  A new  section,  relative  to  Archaeological, 
Historical  and  Cultural  Impacts,  has  been  prepared  for  this  report.  Addi- 
tionally, material  has  been  added  to  supplement  the  referenced  sections  on 
Displacement  of  Households,  Socio-Economic  Impacts,  Water,  Sewage,  Energy 
Impacts,  Solid  Waste,  Transportation  Impacts,  Seismic  Impacts,  and  Air 
Quality  to  make  this  report  more  current  and  complete. 

B.  Archaeological,  Historical  and  Cultural  Impacts 

Projects  would  generally  not  involve  new  construction  or  construction 
with  excavation  requirements  extending  below  levels  which  have  been  previously 
disturbed.  However,  two  areas,  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  redevelopment  area  and 
the  Northeast  Waterfront  survey  area,  are  within  an  area  with  a potential  for 
containing  material  of  archaeological  interest  (see  San  Francisco  Archaeolog- 
ical Sensitivity  Map  in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  Program,  page  37). 

The  Yerba  Buena  Center  area  has  been  the  subject  of  prior  environmental 
review,  and  is  currently  undergoing  review,  as  indicated  in  Table  III  of 
Chapter  II,  which  analyzes  its  archaeological  impacts  in  greater  detail.  The 
Northeast  Waterfront  survey  area  is  at  the  planning  and  feasibility  stage, 
with  no  proposal  for  review;  consequently,  its  archaeological  impacts  cannot 
be  assessed  at  present. 

C.  Displacement  of  Households 


It  was  estimated  that  approximately  1,800  households  would  be  displaced 
due  to  action  resulting  from  the  proposed  projects  during  1975,  1976  and  1977. 
As  noted  in  the  EIR  for  the  1977  program,  during  1975  and  1976  (through 
June  30,  1976),  a total  of  750  households  were  displaced  due  to  community 
development  activities.  From  July  ly  1976  to  June  30,  1977,  an  additional 
252  household  -displacements  occurred  (183  from  redevelopment  activities  and 
69  from  FACE  and  RAP),-*-  for  a total  of  approximately  1,000  household  dis- 
placements. 

For  the  calendar  year  1978,  it  is  projected  that  364  households  would  be 


Leola  Gillies,  Administrative  Assistant,  Central  Relocation  Service, 
September  12,  1977,  telephone  conversation. 
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displaced,  of  which  253  would  be  from  redevelopment  activities  and  111  from 
RAP  activities  (see  Table  VII) . 


TABLE  VI 

ESTIMATES  OF  HOUSEHOLDS  TO  BE  DISPLACED  - 1978 
REDEVELOPMENT /MODEL  CITIES1 


Total 

Elderly  or 
Handicapped 
(1-2  persons) 

Family 

(4  or  less  persons) 

Large  Family 
(5  or  more  persons) 

Total 

253 

81 

145 

27 

White 

105 

15 

82 

9 

Black 

83 

35 

39 

9 

Asian 

59 

29 

23. 

7 

Spanish-American 

6 

2 

1 

3 

REHABILITATION  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM2 


Area 


Relocations 


Total 

Inner  Richmond 
Upper  Ashbury 
North  of  Market5 
Hayes  Valley^ 
Bayview  North5 


111 

8 

39 

50 

10 

4 


David  Cincotta,  Housing  Specialist,  Office  of  Community  Development,  September  12, 
1977,  personal  communication  based  upon  material  received  from  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency. 

Patricia  Melnikow,  Management  Assistant,  Bureau  of  Building  Inspection,  Department 
of  Public  Works,  letter  of  August  22,  1977,  to  Sharon  Robinson,  Department  of 
City  Planning. 

Recommended  for  designation  as  RAP  area  by  Director  of  Planning  on  August  23, 

1977. 

RAP  study  area. 


Renewal  survey  area  and  RAP  study  area. 


TABLE  VII 


ESTIMATES  OF  HOUSEHOLDS  TO  BE  DISPLACED  - 1975-77 
SOURCES  OF  DISPLACEMENT  NUMBER  OF  HOUSEHOLDS 


TOTAL  HOUSEHOLDS  BLACK  HOUSEHOLDS 


Large 

Large 

Total 

Families1 

Other 

Total 

Families  Other 

REDEVELOPMENT /MODEL  CITIES 

Total 

14572 

160 

1297 

714 

118  596 

Elderly 

281 

23 

258 

122 

21  101 

Non-Elderly 

1176 

137 

1039 

592 

97  495 

LATIN  HOUSEHOLDS 

ASIAN  HOUSEHOLDS 

Total 

53 

13 

40 

197 

11  186 

Elderly 

5 

0 

5 

33 

0 33 

Non-Elderly 

48 

13 

35 

164 

11  153 

FACE /RAP 

FACE 

RAP 

Upper  Ashbury  & 

Total 

Areas  5,  6, 

7 

Inner  Richmond 

Total 

356 

232 

1243 

Families 

204 

134 

70 

Individuals 

152 

98 

54 

Large  families  were  defined  as  having  five  or  more  members. 


Only  24  of  the  1456  relocation  cases  were  under  the  Model  Cities  Program. 

22  of  the  total  124  cases  represented  displacement  anticipated  from  new  RAP 
areas  to  be  designated. 


Sources  Environmental  Impact  Reports  for  the  1975,  1976  and  1977  Community 
Development  Programs,  File  Nos.  EE75.3,  EE75.318  and  EE76.300. 
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D.  Socio-Economic  Impacts 

Rehabilitation  <?n  neighborhood  improvemer.  j under  RAP  may  result  in  some 
changes  in  neighborhoou  composition,  based  upon  increases  in  rental  levels. 

This  is  addressed  further  in  the  EIR  for  the  Upper  Ashbury  RAP  area,  as  refer- 
enced in  Tabic  III  of  Chapter  II  of  this  report. 

The  incr  eased  allocation  to  neighborhood  commercial  districts  would 
assist  in  ttv  : revitalization  and  improvement  of  individual  establishments  and 
overall  districts,  which  would  provide  increased  opportunities  for  neighbor- 
hood shoppir g and  employment. 

The  allocation  to  the  Yerba  Euena  Center  redevelopment  area  and  the 
Northeast  Waterfront  survey  area  would  further  potential  commercial  and  in- 
dustrial development,  as  well  as  housing,  in  those  areas,  thereby  providing 
both  employment  and  more  intensive  development  in  the  area. 

E.  Water 

The  San  Francisco  per  capita  water  consumption  during  non-rationing 
periods  is  approximately  75  gallons  per  day.l  The  Housing  Assistance  Plan 
establishes  a goal  of  1250  new  housing  units,  of  which  300  would  be  units  for 
elderly  or  handicapped.  Assuming  studio/one-bedroom  units  for  the  elderly  or 
handicapped,  with  an  average  of  one  and  one-half  persons  per  unit,  and  two- 
to  three-bedroom  units  for  the  remainder,  with  an  average  of  three  persons  per 
unit,  the  total  population  of  the  new  units  would  be  approximately  3,300 
persons.  This  population,  if  assumed  as  the  extreme  case  of  a new  population 
with  a per  capita  daily  consumption  of  75  gallons,  would  consume  approximately 
250,000  gallons  per  day,  or  0.25  million  gallons  per  day  (mgd);  this  represents 
approximately  0.5%  of  the  San  Francisco  residential  occupancy  consumption  of 
52  mgd. 

The  current  water  rationing  plan  of  the  San  Francisco  Water  Department 
has  resulted  in  a reduction  in  per  capita  water  consumption  of  30-35%^,  which 
may  be  expected  to  decrease  this  consumption  a corresponding  amount. 


Based  upon  residential  occupancy  consumption  of  52  million  gallons  per  day,  as 
determined  by  telephone  conversation  of  August  31,  1977,  with  Eugene  J.  Kelleher, 
Assistant  General  Manager,  Operations  and  Maintenance,  San  Francisco  Water 
Department,  and  a population  of  approximately  700,000  (derived  from  the  1970 
Census  of  715,674  and  the  State  Department  of  Finance  Population  Research  Unit 
Estimate  for  January  9,  1977,  of  667,200. 

Eugene  J.  Kelleher,  San  Francisco  Water  Department,  telephone  conversation  of 
August  31,  1977. 
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F. 


Sewage 


The  new  housing  units,  following  the  same  assumptions  as  for  water 
consumption  and  assuming  equivalence  between  water  consumption  and  sewage 
generation,  would  generate  approximately  0.25  mgd  of  sewage,  or  0.25  percent 
of  the  usual  City  dry-weather  sewage  flow  of  100  mgd. 

G.  Energy  Impacts 

Using  the  assumptions  set  forth  in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  program, 
the  300  smaller  units  would  consume  approximately  60,000  kwh/mo.  (kilowatt- 
hours  per  month),  the  950  larger  units  approximately  320,000  kwh/mo.,  and  all 
1250  units  approximately  110,000  kwh/mo.  for  building  operation,  for  a total 
consumption  of  approximately  490,000  kwh/mo.  of  electricity.  Natural  gas 
consumption  for  domestic  hot  water  and  heating  would  be  approximately 
2.3  x 10^  BTU/mo. ^ for  the  300  smaller  units  and  9.5  x 1CP  BTU/mo.  for  the 
950  larger  units,  for  a total  consumption  of  11.8  x 10^  BTU/mo.  This  compares 
with  the  average  San  Francisco  household  consumption  of  280  kwh/mo.  and 
84.5  x 10^  BTU/mo.  per  unit.^ 

H.  Solid  Waste 

Solid  waste  generation  resulting  from  the  goal  of  providing  1250  new 
housing  units,  with  3,300  inhabitants  of  2.5  pounds  of  solid  waste  per  person, 
per  day  (utilizing  same  assumptions  as  in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  program), 
would  be  approximately  8,250  pounds,  or  4 tons.  This  compares  with  the 
545,600  tons  of  domestic  solid  wastes,  exclusive  of  sewage,  produced  in  the 
City  in  1975  (or  1,484  tons  per  day,  of  which  4 ton9  would  be  0.27%. 3 

I.  Transportation  Impacts 

No  protected  residential  area  programs  to  divert  traffic  from  residential 
areas  are  proposed  for  funding  in  the  1978  program,  and  consequently  there 


BTU  = British  Thermal  Unit,  the  quantity  of  heat  required  to  raise  one  pound 
of  water  one  degree  Fahrenheit.  10^  = 1 billion,  2.3  x 10^  = 2,300,000,000. 

Walter  Blumst,  Coordinator,  Administrative  Services,  Commercial  Division, 
Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company,  September  13,  1977,  telephone  conversation 
(based  upon  1976  annual  mean  household  consumption  for  San  Francisco). 


Stanford  P.  Snoek,  Engineer,  Department  of  Public  Works,  July  13,  1977, 
conversation  with  Environmental  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  consultant  to  the 
City  in  preparation  of  EE77.330,  EIR  on  Yerba  Buena  Center. 
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would  not  be  impacts  associated  with  this  diversion  as  described  in  the 
Final  EIR  for  the  1977  program. 

Completion  of  Yerba  Buena  Center,  and  activity  in  the  Northeast 
Waterfront  area,  would  result  in  increased  traffic  in  those  areas.  Yerba 
Buena  Center  is  the  subject  of  independent  environmental  review,  and  the 
Northeast  Waterfront  is  still  at  the  feasibility  and  planning  stage,  with 
no  actual  proposal  for  review. 

. Seismic  Impacts 

Designation  of  the  North  of  Market  (Tenderloin)  area  for  the  Rehabili- 
tation Assistance  Program  (RAP)  would  result  in  improved  housing  conditions 
in  an  area  with  a high  concentration  of  byildir.  gs  that  are  unsafe  in  the 
event  of  a major  earthquake. ^ As  there  are  no  public  programs  which  can 
provide  for  the  structural  upgrading  of  these  buildings,  the  seismic  hazard 
would  continue  to  exist  (for  further  information,  see  the  Environmental 
Assessment  for  this  RAP  area  as  cited  in  Table  III,  Chapter  II).  In  the 
event  of  a major  earthquake,  this  seismic  hazard  would  be  manifested  in  some 
cases  by  building  failure  and  human  casualties. 

• Air  Quality 

The  Yerba  Buena  Center  and  Northeast  Waterfront  have  been  proposed  for 
funding  in  the  1978  program,  and  could  have  impacts  on  air  quality  due  to 
construction  and  operation  activities.  As  noted  earlier  in  this  report, 
Yerba  Buena  Center  is  the  subject  of  individual  review,  and  the  Northeast 
Waterfront  proposal  is  not  defined  at  present  in  a manner  which  would  permit 
review. 


San  Francisco  Seismic  Safety  Investigation,  John  A.  Blume  and  Associates 
Engineers,  June  1974,  Figure  A. 


CHAPTER  FIVE.  ANY  ADVERSE  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 


WHICH  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE  PROPOSAL  IS  IMPLEMENTED 


This  Chapter  incorporates  by  reference  the  corresponding  chapter  in  the  Final 
EIR  for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program. 


A.  Introduction 

This  Chapter  incorporates  by  reference  the  corresponding  mitigation 
measures  chapter  in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program, 
which  includes  sections  on  Mitigation  of  Displacement  Impacts,  Visual  Mitiga- 
tion Measures,  Mitigation  of  Sewage  Production  Impacts,  Mitigation  of  Impacts 
on  Archaeological  Historical  Sites,  Mitigation  of  Energy  Consumption,  Noise 
Mitigation,  Seismic  Considerations,  Transportation  Considerations,  Wind  and 
Shadow  Considerations,  Plants  and  Animals,  Mitigation  of  Air  Quality  Impacts, 
and  Mitigation  of  Construction  Impacts.  Material  has  been  added  to  supple- 
ment the  referenced  sections  on  sewage  and  noise  to  make  this  report  more 
correct  and  complete. 

B.  Mitigation  of  Sewage  Production  Impacts 

The  status  of  the  City’s  Wastewater  Management  Master  Plan,  as  set  forth 
in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  program,  should  be  modified  to  reflect  the 
following: 

1.  Land  acquisition  for  the  Southeast  Treatment  Plant  Dry-Weather 
Expansion  should  be  completed  in  1978,  rather  than  1977, 

2.  Implementation  programs  for  the  North  Shore,  Islais  Creek 

South  Side  and  Channel  Outfalls  Consolidation  have  begun  dons  traction 
in  1977, 

3.  The  West  Side  Transport  would  begin  constrs  tion  in  mid-1978,  and 

4.  An  environmental  impact  report  is  in  progress  for  the  Richmond 
Transport,  as  well  as  for  the  Southwest  Water  Pollution  Control 
Plant. 

C.  Noise  Mitigation 


CHAPTER  SIX.  MITIGATION  MEAS  RES 


PROPOSED  TO  MINIMIZE  THE  IMPACT 


San  Francisco  now  has  the  instrumental-computer  capability  (a  loga#^’1137 
and  statistical  data  reduction  and  instrumental  capability,  using  a 
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programmable  calculator)  to  make  on-site  noise  measurements  convertible  into 
any  measure  -»f  ambient  noises  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  compliance  with 
all  relevant  standards . 


A.  Introduction 

This  Chapter  incorporates  by  reference  the  corresponding  alternatives 
chapter  in  the  Final  EIR  for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program,  which 
includes  sections  on  Large  Scale  Redevelopment,  Projects  Proposed  But  Not 
Included  in  this  Proposal,  and  The  No  Project  Alternative.  The  section  of 
Projects  Proposed  But  Not  Included  in  this  Proposal  will  require  supplemental 
material  before  this  report  is  made  final  in  order  to  reflect  the  public 
hearing  and  comment  process  for  the  1978  program.  Material  has  been  added 
to  supplement  the  referenced  section  on  The  No  Project  Alternative  to  make 
this  report  more  current  and  complete. 

B.  Projects  Proposed  But  Not  Included  in  this  Proposal 

Material  would  be  added  to  this  section  of  he  Final  EIR  to  reflect  any 
projects  which  are  proposed  during  the  public  review  process  but  which  are 
not  finally  proposed  for  funding. 

C.  The  No  Project  Alternative 

Traffic  control  programs  and  the  Bicentennial  projects  do  not  appear  in 
the  1978  program,  and  consequently  the  "no  project"  alternative  no  longer 
requires  consideration  of  the  effects  of  deletion  of  these  projects. 

Deletion  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  and  Northeast  Waterfront  projects 
would  delay  completion  of  the  former  (a  redevelopment  area)  and  initiation 
of  the  latter  (a  survey  area  for  redevelopment  or  related  mechanisms) . This 
would  forestall  development  of  additional  jobs,  services  and  amenities  that 
could  be  provided  in  those  areas. 


1 

John  W.  Ross,  Jr.,  Division  of  Mechanical  Engineering,  Department  of  Public 
Wks,  August  31,  1977,  telephone  conversation. 


CHAPTER  SEVEN.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 


-42- 


CFAPTER  EIGHT.  THE  RELATION  BETWEEN  LOCAL  SHORT-TERM  USES 
OF  MAN'S  ENVIRONMENT  AND  THE  MAINTENANCE  AND  ENHANCEMENT 
OF  LONG-TERM  PRODUCTIVITY 

This  Chapter  incorporates  by  reference  the  corresponding  Chapter  in  the  Final 
EIR  for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program. 


CHAPTER  NINE.  ANY  IRREVERSIBLE  ENVIRONMENTAL  CHANGES 
WHICH  WOULD  BE  INVOLVED  IN  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 
SHOULD  IT  BE  IMPLEMENTED 

This  Chapter  incorporates  by  reference  the  corresponding  chapter  in  the  Final 
EIR  for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program.  The  only  modification  would  be 
that  the  1978  program  would  be  the  subject  of  discussion  in  that  section. 


CHAPTER  TEN.  THE  GROWTH- INDUCING  IMPACT 
OF  THE  PROPOSED  ACTION 

This  Chapter  incorporates  by  reference  the  corresponding  chapter  in  the  Final 
EIR  for  the  1977  Community  Development  Program. 
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CHAPTER  ELEVEN.  EIR  AUTHORS  AND  CONSULTANTS *, 
ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PERSONS  CONSULTED 


Department  of  City  Planning 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
100  Larkin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Dr.  Selina  Bendix, 

Environmental  Review  Officer 
Alec  S.  Bash,  EIR  Coordinator 
Margaret  Saner,  Principal  Typist 
Warren  Yee,  Report  Production 
(415)  558-3055. 

Authors  of  Draft  Environmental 
Impact  Report 

Office  of  Co  mmunity  Development 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Consulted  on  Community  Development 
Application  and  Housing  Assistance 
Plan 

Mary  Clute^  David  Cincotta  and  Martin  Gustavson 
Community  Development  Specialists 
(415)  558-4566 


Bureau  of  Engineering 
Department  of  Public  Works 
City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

John  W.  Ross,  Jr., 

Division  of  Mechanical  Engineering 
(415)  553-4415 

Consulted  on  City  Noise  Conversion 
Capabilities 

San  Francisco  Housing  Authority 

440  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Evert  Heynneman, 

Chief  of  Planning 
(415)  467-5383 

Consulted  on  Condition  of  Public 
Housing  Stock 

San  Francisco  Water  Department 

425  Mason  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Eugene  T.  Kelleher, 

Assistant  General  Manager, 
Operations  and  Maintenance 
( \5 ) 558-1921 

Consulted  on  Water  Consumption 
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Central  Relocation  Service 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Leola  Gillies,  Administrative  Assistant 
(415)  771-8800 

Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 
Department  of  Public  Works 
480  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Patricia  Melnikow,  Management  Assistant 
(415)  558-2577 

San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Jane  Hale,  Controller 
(415)  771-8800 

Pacific  Gas  and  Electric  Company 
Administrative  Services 
Commercial  Division 
245  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Walter  Blums t.  Coordinator 
(415)  781-4211,  Ext,  2881 


Consulted  on 


Consulted  on 


Consulted  on 
Requirements 


Consulted  on 
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Household  Displacements 


Household  Displacements 


Redevelopment  Financing 


Energy  Consumption 


CHAPTER  TWELVE.  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


Federal  Agencies 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
722  Jackson  Place,  N.  W. 

Washington,  D.  C.  20006 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Office  of  Public  Affairs,  Region  IX 
100  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Department  of  Health,  Education 
and  Welfare,  Region  IX 
50  Fulton  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Region  IX 

100  California  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn;  Ms.  Jean  Circiello,  Librarian 

HUD  - Area  C 

One  Embarcadero  Center,  Suite  1600 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

Attn;  Mr.  Steven  Sachs,  Program  Manager 

State  Agencies 

State  Office  of  Intergovernmental 
Management  (15  copies) 

State  Clearinghouse 
1400  Tenth  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 
History  Preservation  Section 
"Resources  Agency 
P.  0.  Box  2390 
Sacramento,  CA  95811 

State  Attorney  General’s  Office 
6000  State  Building 
350  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn;  Ms.  Louise  Renne 


Bay  Area  Air  Pollution  Control  District 

939  Ellis  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Attn;  Mr.  Aalph  Mead 

Air  Resources  Board 
1709  Eleventh  Street 
Sacramento,  CA  95814 

State  Department  of  Public  Health 
2151  Berkeley  Way 
Berkeley,  CA  94704 

Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board 

San  Francisco  Region 

1111  Jackson  Street,  Room  6040 

Oakland,  CA  94607 

Attn;  Mr.  Donald  Dalke 

Regional  Agencies 

Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments 
Areawide  Clearinghouse  Plan, 

Environmental  and  Project  Review 
Section 

Hotel  Claremont 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 

Local  Agencies 

Office  of  Community  Development 
(5  copies) 

939  Ellis  ; sreet 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn;  Mr.  Carl  Williams,  Director 
Ms.  Mary  Clute 

Model  Cities  Agency 

814  Mission  Street,  4th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Bureau  of  Building  Inspection 

450  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Mr.  Robert  C.  Levy,  Superintendent 
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San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency 
939  Ellis  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Mr.  Wilbur  Hamilton, 

Executive  Director 

San  Francisco  Housing  Authority 

440  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Mr.  Eneas  Kane,  Executive  Director 


Citizens  Committee  on 
Community  Development 

Mr.  Benny  Stewart 
1956  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Ms.  Toby  Levine 
1366  Guerrero  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 


Recreation  and  Park  Commission 

McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park 

San  Francisco,  CA  94117 

Attn:  Mr.  John  Spring,  General  Manager 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 

100  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Mr.  Edward  N.  Michael,  Secretary 

Public  Utilities  Commission 
949  Presidio  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Human  Rights  Commission 
1095  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Mr.  Roger  Boas 

Chief  Administrative  Officer 

289  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Department  of  Public  Works 

260  City  Hall 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Mr.  S.  M.  Tatarian,  Director 


Mr.  Jeff  Mori 

2012  Pine  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

Mrs.  Paulette  Baugh 
1501  Innes  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Mr.  Eugene  Coleman 
705  Natoma  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Mr.  Cruz  Gutierrez 
2929  Nineteenth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

Mr.  Joseph  Koontz 

1300  Irving  Street,  Apt.  9 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Ms.  Josie  Lee  Kohlman 
146  Leavenworth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Ms.  Judy  McCabe 
1111  Buchanan  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94115 


Real  Estate  Department 
450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Mr.  Wallace  Wortman, 
Director  of  Property 

Commission  on  Aging 
177  Jessie  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

San  Francisco  Water  Department 
425  Mason  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 
Attn:  Mr.  Kenneth  Boyd,  General 


Ms.  Anita  Sanchez 

944  Market  Street,  Room  711 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Ms . Mabel  Schine 
101  Grove  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94101 

Mrs.  Kay  Witcher 

430  Ralston  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94132 
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Ms.  Dorothy  Yee 

1625  Larkin  Street,  Apt.  E 

San  Francisco,  '.A  94109 

Groups  and  Indi viduals 

San  Francisco  Ecology  Center 

13  Columbus  A'  enue 

San  Francisco , CA  94111 

Sierra  Club 

San  Francisco  Bay  Chapter 
5608  College  Avenue 
Oakland,  CA  94618 

Friends  of  the  Earth 
124  Spear  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Ms.  Connie  Parrish 

SPUR 

126  Post  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:  Messrs.  Mike  McGill  and 
Roger  Hurlbert 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 

9 First  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco’ 
Architectural  Heritage 
2007  Franklin  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA, 94109 
Attn:  Mr.  Robert  Berner 

League  of  Women  Voters 
12  Geary  Street,  Room  605 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

National  Trust  for  Historic  Preservation 
802  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 
Attn:  Mr.  John  L.  Frisbee  III 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 

120  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 


Chamber  of  Commerce 
400  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Coalition  of  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 

P.  0.  Box  5882 

San  Francisco,  CA  94101 

San  Francisco  Council  of 

District  Merchants  Association 
183  West  Portal  Avenue 
San  Franisco,  CA  94127 

Libraries 

San  Francisco  Public  Library 
Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Documents  Department 

Ms.  Karen  Scannell,  Chief  of 
Branches 

Hastings  College  of  the  Law 
Library 

198  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Social  Science,  Business  and 
Ethnic  Studies  Library 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1600  Holloway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94132 
Attn:  Ms.  Mimi  Sayer 

News  Media 

San  Francisco  Chronicle 
925  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Mr  Dale  Champion 

San  Frar  isco  Bay  Guardian 
2700  Nineteenth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 

San  Francisco  Progress 
851  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Mr.  Dan  Borsuk 
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San  Francisco  Examiner 
110  Fifth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Mr.  Don  Cantor 

KPIX  TV 

2655  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

KP00 

P.  0.  Box  11008 
San  Francisco,  CA 

Environmental  News  Center 
KPFA-FM  Radio  Station 
2207  Shat tuck  Avenue 
Berkeley,  CA 

KRON  TV 

1001  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

KFRC  AM-FM 

415  Bush  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

KGO  Radio 

277  Golden  Gate  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
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CHAPTER  THIRTEEN.  SUMMARY  OE  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


A.  List  of  Persons,  Organizations  and  Public  Agencies  Commenting  on  the 
Draft  EIR 


Dr.  Knox  Mellon,  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer 

Office  of  Historic  Preservation 

Department  of  Parks  and  Recreation 

State  of  California  - The  Resources  Agency 

P.  0.  Box  2390 

Sacramento,  CA  95811 

(letter  received  October  19,  1977) 

Richard  M.  Stewart,  District  Geologist 

San  Francisco  District  Office 

Division  of  Mines  and  Geology 

Department  of  Conservation 

State  of  California  - The  Resources  Agency 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 

(letter  received  October  27,  1977) 

B.  Comments  and  Responses 


Dr.  Knox  Mellon,  State  Historic  Preservation  Officer,  California  Department 
of  Parks  and  Recreation 

COMMENT  1:  "As  the  Report  incorporates  by  reference  the  final  EIR  for  the 

1977  CDBG  Program  (SCH760823334)  our  comments  of  September  13, 
1976  on  that  document  apply  to  the  present  Report  as  well." 

RESPONSE  1:  The  cited  comments  are  as  follows,  along  with  the  response  in- 
cluded below  from  the  1977  final  EIR. 

Comment:  Our  Office  is  in  agreement  with  the  proposals  set 

forth  on  pages  52  and  53  of  the  Statement,  for 
mitigation  of  impacts  on  archeologic  and  historic 
• sites.  We  would  suggest,  however,  that  particularly 

in  areas  of  high  archeological  sensitivity,  a pro- 
fessional archeologist  be  present  to  assess  impact 
situations  as  they  appear. 

Response:  It  is  not  anticipated  that  impact  situations  would 
occur  in  areas  of  high  archeological  sensitivity. 
Wording  has  been  added  to  the  fourth  paragraph  on 
page  52  to  reflect  this: 

"No  excavation  below  the  foundation  level  of 
existing  structures  is  expected  from  projects 
within  areas  of  high  potential  for  archeological 
remains  (see  Exhibit  IX,  page  37)." 
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COMMENT  2: 


"The  City  of  San  Francisco  is  reminded  that  under  the  terms 
of  this  federal  funding  program  all  properties  included  in  or 
eligible  for  inclusion  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places  and  located  within  any  single  undertaking’s  area  of 
potential  environmental  impact  must  be  identified  in  con- 
sultation with  this  Office  prior  to  any  agency  decision  con- 
cerning an  undertaking." 

RESPONSE  2:  This  is  the  practice  within  San  Francisco  for  such  properties 

under  this  federal  funding  program. 

Richard  M.  Stewart,  District  Geologist,  California  Department  of  Conservation 

COMMENT  3:  "Except  for  item  J "Seismic  Impacts*'  on  page  39,  no  reference 

is  made  to  the  possibility  of  using  Federal  funds  to  struc- 
turally upgrade  buildings  known  to  be  unsafe  in  the  event  of 
a major  earthquake. 

"It  may  be  that  the  terms  of  the  Federal  Grant  preclude  such 
use  of  the  funds.  In  the  section  cited,  there  is  a statement, 
"As  there  are  no  public  programs  which  can  provide  for  the 
structural  upgrading  of  these  buildings,  the  seismic  hazard 
would  continue  to  exist...".  There  is  no  discussion  as  to 
whether  these  "public  programs"  refers  only  to  city  programs. 
Even  if  the  use  of  Federal  funds  for  reduction  of  seismic 
hazards  is  not  a permitted  use,  the  Report  should  contain 
more  discussion  of  that  problem.  This  would  serve  to  provide 
emphasis  to  a serious  problem  and  thereby,  perhaps,  enable 
mitigation  action  to  be  taken  in  the  future." 

RESPONSE  3:  The  seismic  hazards  present  in  San  Francisco  are  recognized 

as  a serious  problem,  and  the  text  on  page  39  did  refer  to 
an  Environmental  Assessment  prepared  for  the  North  of  Market 
Rehabilitation  Assistance  Program  area  which  treated  the 
matter  at  greater  length.  The  term  "public  programs"  refers 
to  local,  state  or  federal  programs  specifically  directed 
towards  structural  upgrading  of  buildings  to  reduce  seismic 
hazards.  While  a portion  of  community  development  block  grant 
funds  could  be  allocated  for  this  ,•  the  amount  would  be  minimal 
in  terms  of  the  high  costs  that  are  generally  involved  in  such 
structural  upgrading.  In  response  to  this  comment,  the  follow- 
ing has  been  added  to  the  text  on  page  39,  at  the  end  of 
Section  J : 

"In  the  event  of  a major  earthquake,  this  seismic  hazard 
would  be  manifested  in  some  cases  by  building  failure 
and  human  casualties . " 

C.  Other  Revisions  to  Draft  EIR 


These  revisions  are  based  primarily  upon  modifications  to  the  preliminary 
proposal  by  the  Office  of  Community  Development  (OCD)  , and  modifications  to 
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to  OCD's  final  proposal  by  the  Finance  Committee  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors, 
as  a result  of  public  and  public  agency  input.  They  also  include  miscel- 
laneous corrections . 

1.  Title  page:  Replace  "DRAFT"  with  "FIMAL" , "September  16,  1977"  with 

"October  27,  1977",  and  delete  "Review  Period:  September  16,  1977  - 
October  20,  1977" 

2.  Page  ii:  Add  headings  as  follows,  with  appropriate  pagination: 

XIII.  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 

XIX.  Certification  Resolution 

3.  Page  1:  First  paragraph,  change  "328-8  million"  to  "$26.1  million." 


Second  paragraph,  rewrite  as  "A  major  priority  would  be  com- 
pletion of  existing  programs  such  as  redevelopment  projects 
in  the  Western  Addition,  Hunters  Point,  Yerba  Buena  Center 
and  India  Basin,  and  continuation  of  public  services  initiated 
under  Model  Cities  programs.  Approximately  $15.3  million 
would  be  allocation  for  continuation  of  these  projects." 

Third  paragraph,  change  "$11.1  million"  to  "$10.8  million." 


4.  Page  7:  First  paragraph  under  "Scheduling , " rewrite  last  sentence 

as  "Legislation  recently  passed  by  Congress  modifies  the 
allocation  formula,  and  increases  the  overall  funding  alloca- 


tion. Under  this  new  formula,  the  age  of  housing  is  the 
major  factor,  followed  by  poverty  and  growth  lag  (or 
population  loss)." 

Last  paragraph,  replace  "$11.1  million"  with  "$10.8"  and 
"$15.3",  respectively. 


5.  Page  10:  Replace  with  new  table  as  follows,  to  reflect  updated  numbers. 


TABLE  I 


Summary  of  the 

1978  Community  Development  Program 


A.  Conserve  Existing  Housing 


$ 6,562,800 


1.  RAP:  Inner  Richmond,  Upper  Ashbury 


Tenderloin  and  Hayes  Valley 

2.  Bayview  North  Rehabilitation 

3.  Public  Housing  Rehabilitation 

4.  Housing  Rehabilitation  and  Financing  Program 


4,488,000 


-0- 

896,600 

1,178,200 


-52- 


B.  Develop  New  Housing 


1. 


Western  Addition 
Hunters  Point  NDP 
Golden  Gateway 
Stockton/Sacramento  Site 
Diamond  Heights 

Acquisition  of  Housing  Sites  in  Chinatown 


$10,250, 200 

3,664,400 

6,085,800 

-0- 

-0- 

-0- 

500,000 


C.  Improve  Neighborhood  Quality 


6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 


Existing  Recreational  Facilities 
Existing  Neighborhood  Centers 
Existing  Childcare  Centers 

Additional  Neighborhood  Centers  (Hayes  Valley, 
Bernal  Heights  temporary  centers) 

Neighborhood  Traffic  Control 
NIIP 

Removal  of  Physical  Barriers 
Historic  Preservation 
Fire  Protection  Equipment 
Public  Services 


$ 5,033,400 

1,025,000 

365,500 

137.000 

16,000 

-0- 

105.000 

200.000 

-0- 

225,400 

2,959,500 


D.  Increase  Economic  Development 

1.  India  Basin  Industrial  Park 

2.  Yerba  Buena  Center 

3.  Neighborhood  Commercial  Districts 

4 . Northeast  Waterfront 


$ 3,136,100 

2,242,100 

377.500 
315,000 

201.500 


E.  Programming  and  Management 

1.  Office  of  Community  Development 

2.  Department  of  City  Planning 

3 . Budget  Analyst 


708,500 

442,600 

186,000 

79,900 


F.  Contingencies 


408,900 


TOTAL 


$26,100,000 


6.  Page  11:  Change  "$4,200,000"  to  "$4,488,000",  $948,600"  to  $896,600",  and 

"$60,000"  to  "$90,000". 

Add  new  last  line,  "(The  subtotals  above  include  an  additional 
sum  of  $82,000  from  other  Housing  Authority  sources) . " 

7.  Page  13:  Add  Survey  Area  3,  Chinatown,  to  map. 


8.  Page  15:  At  top,  change  "$300,000"  to  "$1,178,200",  and  add  as  subtotals 

"Implementation  Programs  - $325,000,  Mission  Housing  Develop- 
ment Corporation  - $406,600,  Bayview-Hunters  Point  Community 
Development  Corporation  - $385,000,  and  Midtown  Park  Renovation 
$61,000". 
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Change  "$3,940,000"  to  "$3,664,400",  "$6,278,600"  to  "$6,085,800", 
”$730,000"  to  "$825,000",  and  "$294,700"  to  "$365,535". 

Add  subtotals  for  C-l,  "Rolph  Playground  - $95,000,  Jackson  Play- 
ground - $100,000",  and  a total  of  $200,000  for  St.  Mary's. 

Add  subtotals  for  C-2 , "Nihonmachi  (Little  Friends)  - $27,300, 
Architectural  and  Engineering  Services  - $14,700",  and  a total 
of  $72,000  for  the  Clay  YWCA. 

9.  Page  19:  Change  "$130,500"  to  "$137,000",  "$15,000"  to  "$16,000",  "$100,000" 

to  "$105,000",  "$250,350"  to  "$225,400",  "$2,061,100"  to 
"$2,242,100",  and  "$624,500"  to  "$377,500". 

Add  subtotal  for  3,  "Architectural  and  Engineering  Services  - 
$6,500". 

Change  10  to  read:  "Public  Services:  Continue  public  service 
activities  in  the  Bayview-Hunters  Point  and  Mission  Model 
Neighborhoods  which  were  initiated  under  the  categorical  program 
(MCA)  - $2,959,542",  and  add  subtotals  as  follows: 


Education 

$ 

669,900 

BV-HP  Youth  Park 

102,800 

BV-HP  Growth  & Development 

87,500 

Mission  Reading  Clinic 

212,800 

Mission  Education  Project 

259,600 

Bayview-Hunters  Point  College 

125,000 

Health 

$ 

270,900 

BV-HP  Ambulatory  Health 

266,900 

Social  Services 

$ 

117,900 

BV-HP  Food  Supplement 

117,900 

Recreation 

$ 

253,700 

BV-HP  Young  Community  Developers 

133,500 

Mission  Neighborhood  Physical  Development 

120,200 

Law  and  Justice 

$ 

570,000 

BV-HP  Community  Defender 

376,600 

Mission  Legal  Defense 

193,900 

Economic  Development 

$ 

90,200 

Mission  Economic  Development  Association 

90,200 

Manpower 

$ 

343,800 

Mission  Hiring  Hall 

83,700 

Mission  OBECA/Referral 

46,600 

Mission  Language  and  Vocational  School 

213,500 

Administration 

$ 

528,900 
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10.  Page  17:  Change  "$300,000"  to  "$315,000",  "$200,000"  to  "$201,500",  "$^00,000'] 

to  "$708,500",  and  "$4,426,650"  to  "$408,900". 

Add  subtotals  under  E,  "1.  Office  of  Community  Development  - $442,600, 
2.  Department  of  City  Planning  - $136,000,  and  3.  Budget  Analyst  - 
$79,900". 

Change  text  under  F to  read  "Funds  are  reserved  in  contingencies 
to  fund  potential  cost  overruns,  in  approved  projects. 


11.  Page  18:  Change  "1,518  units"  to  "3,167  units". 


12.  Page  19:  Change  all  unit  counts  768,  7o0,  300,  850  and  400  to 

2,167,  1,000,  400,  1,250  and  550,  respectively. 


13.  Page  20:  First  line,  change  "2"  to  "3". 

Add  category  "4.  Conventional  Public  Housing  - 250  Units. 

Two  hundred  and  fifty  units  are  also  identified  for  construction 
under  the  conventional  public  housing  program.  These  units  are  part 
of  the  remaining  4,226  public  housing  units  authorized  by  public 
referenda  in  1964  and  1968.  These  units  will  be  located  on  scat- 
tered sites - 

Update  Table  II  with  new  numbers,  as  follows: 


TABLE  II 

GOALS  FQPv  ASSISTED  HOUSING  - 1978 

REHABILITATION  3,167 

Locally-Financed  Rehabilitation  Loans  2,167 

RAP:  Inner  Richmond,  Upper  Ashbury,  North  of 

Market,  Tenderloin  1,751 

Hardship  Loans  (both  areas)  116 

Western  Addition  A- 2 300 

. Section  8 Housing  Assistance  Payments  1,000 

Designated  Rehabilitation  Areas  450 

Scattered  Site  Rehabilitation  • 550 

EXISTING  400 

Section  8 Housing  Assistance  Payments  400 

Designated  Rehabilitation  Areas  150 

City-wide  Leasing  Program  250 

NEW  CONSTRUCTION  1 , 250 

Section  8 Housing  Assistance  Payments  1,000 

Scattered  Sites  550 

Section  202  Elderly  300 

Units  in  Large  Market-Rate  Developments  150 

Conventional  Public  Housing  250 
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TOTAL 


4,817 


14.  Table  III: 

Pages  22-28,  delete  allocation  amounts  (redundant)  . 

Page  22,  item  2.3,  delete  "Appeal  pending",  and  insert  ”10/14/77", 
and  add  "10/21/77"  to  date  of  No  Effect. 

15.  Page  29: 

Change  Table  IV  to  provide  updated  numbers  as  of  September  30,  1977 

16.  Page  30: 

Change  Table  V to  provide  updated  numbers  as  of  September  30,  1977. 

17.  Page  31: 

Second  footnote,  change  "1977"  to  "1976". 

18.  Page  33: 

Change  "Everett  Heynemann"  to  "Evert  Heynneman" . 

19.  Page  37: 

First  paragraph  under  Water,  change  numbers  850,  2100,  160000,  0.16 
and  0.3%  to  1250,  3300,  250000,  0.25,  and  0.5%,  respectively. 

20.  Page  38: 

Under  Sewage,  change  0.16  in  both  cases  to  0.25. 

Under  Energy  Impacts,  change  numbers  550,  185000,  850,  315000, 

5.5  x 109,  550  and  7.8  x 109  to  950,  320000,  1250,  110000,  490000, 

9.5  x 109,  950  and  11.8  x 109,  respectively. 

Under  Solid  Wastes,  change  numbers  850,  2100,  5250,  2.5,  2.8  and 
0.16%  to  1250,  3300,  8250,  4.4  and  0.27%,  respectively. 

21.  Page  43: 

Under  Office  of  Community  Development,  add  Martin  Gustavson  as 
person  consulted. 

Under  Housing  Authority,  correct  spelling  for  Evert  Heynneman. 
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CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 


RESOLUTION  NO.  7832 

WHEREAS , A draft  environmental  impact  report,  dated  September  15,  1977,  has 
been  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning  in  connection  with  ESF77.250, 

1978  Community  Development  Block  Grant  and  Housing  Assistance  Plan;  $26.1  million 
application  to  be  used  within  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  as  follows: 

(1)  Conserve  existing  housing,  $6.6  million;  (2)  Develop  new  housing,  $10.3  million; 
(3)  Improve  neighborhood  quality,  $5.0  million;  (4)  Increase  economic  development, 
$3.1  million;  (5)  Programming  and  Management,  $0.7  million;  and  (6)  Contingencies, 
$0.4  million;  and 

WHEREAS,  The  Department  duly  filed  a notice  of  completion  of  the  draft  report 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  California  Resources  Agency,  gave  other  notice  and  re- 
quested comments  as  required  by  law,  made  the  report  available  to  the  general  public 
and  satisfied  other  procedural  requirements;  and 

WHEREAS , The  City  Planning  Commission  held  a duly  advertised  public  hearing  on 
said  draft  environmental  impact  report  on  October  20,  1977,  which  meeting  was  con- 
tinued to  October  27,  1977,  at  which  opportunity  was  given  for-  public  participation 
and  comments;  and 

WHEREAS,  A final  environmental  impact  report,  dated  October  27,  1977,  has  been 
prepared  by  the  Department,  based  upon  the  draft  environmental  impact  report,  any 
consultations  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any  additional  in- 
formation that  became  available,  and  a response  to  any  comments  that  raised  signi- 
ficant points  concerning  effects  on  the  environment,  all  as  required  by  law;  and 

WHEREAS,  On  October  27,  1977,  the  Commission  reviewed  the  final  environmental 
impact  report,  and  found  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  procedures  | 

through  which  it  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act,  the  Guidelines  of  the  Secretary  for 
Resources  and  San  Francisco  requirements; 

THEREFORE  BE  IT  RESOLVED,  That  the  City  Planning  Commission  does  hereby  find 
that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  dated  October  27,  1977,  concerning  the 
1978  Community  Development  Program  and  Housing  Assistance  Plan  for  the  Community 
Development  Block  Grant,  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  and  does  hereby 
CERTIFY  THE  COMPLETION  of  said  Report  in  compliance  with  the  California  Environment-*) 
al  Quality  Act  and  the  State  EIR  Guidelines; 

AND  BE  IT  FURTHER  RESOLVED,  That  the  Commission  in  certifying  the  completion 
of  said  Report  does  hereby  find  that  the  project  as  proposed  will  not  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  environment. 

I hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Resolution  was  -ADOPTED  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  at  its  regular  meeting  of  October  27,  1977. 


Robert  H.  Feldman 
Acting  Secretary 


AYES:  Commissioners  Bierman,  Dearman,  Rosenblatt,  Stambuck,  Wentz 


NOES: 

ABSENT: 

PASSED: 


None 

Commissioners  Nakashima,  Boas 
October  27,  1977 


-57- 


* 


